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This document responds to comments received on the Draft Phase I RFVRI Technical 
Memorandum No 1 ,  Rocky Flats Plant Inside Building Closures (Operable Unit 15) February 
1994 The document includes all comments received by Apnl 15, 1994 This Response to 
Comments contams three secbons corresponding to comments from the Colorado Department 
of Health, the Department of Energy, and EG&G Each section is organized by listing each 
comment followed immediately by a response A copy of the onginal comments are provided 
at the back of each secbon for reference 

As a result of comments, substantial revision in format has been made to the Technical 
Memorandum Section 1 0 remans the Introduction Old Section 2 0 which descnbes sample 
collecbon has been moved to Section 3 0 The portions of old Section 3 0 which discussed 
histoncal informabon and the visual inspection have been moved to Section 2 0 Section 2 0 
also contams additional histoncal information The data summary portion of old Section 3 0 has 
been moved to Section 5 0 for RCRA constituents and Section 6 0 for CERCLA constituents 
Old Secbon 4 0 has become Section 5 1 1 Old Section 5 1 has become Section 6 1 and old 
Secbon 5 2 has been deleted Old Section 6 0 has been split with the RCRA discussion going 
to Secbon 5 0 and the CERCLA discussion going to Section 6 0 Old Section 7 0 has become 
Secbon 8 0 Two new sections, Section 4 0 - Data Quality Evaluation, and Section 7 0 - 
Summary and Conclusions, have been added 

. 
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RESPONSE TO COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH MARCH 31,1994 
COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNIT 15 

DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 1 
ROCKY FLATS PLANT, INSIDE BUILDING CLOSURES 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment 1 ScoDe of Technical Memorandum #1 - The Division does not believe that the 
current scope and focus of Technical Memorandum #1 (TM 1) is consistent with 
the approved OU 15 RFI/RI Work Plan The purpose of TM 1 should be limited 
to presenting the results of the Stage I and Stage I1 Field Sampling effort and 
DOE’S evaluation of the need for Stage 111 and/or Venfication sampling 
Therefore, the Division recommends that DOE remove the Baseline fisk 
Assessment from the scope of TM 1 

Additionally, the Division would like to clanfy that the scope of the decision 
regarding TM 1 is limited to the need to conduct additional stages of investigation 
to meet the objectives of the OU 15 Phase 1 RFI/RI Report This is not a 
remedial action decision document, and approval of this document does not 
constitute the Division’s certification of clean closure or approval of a No Further 
Action decision regarding potential remedial action at OU-15 Such a decision can 
only be made after appropnate public comment 

Response It is fully understood that approval of TM#l by the Division does not in any way 
constitute approval of decisions regarding clean closure of the OU15 IHSSs 
However, the need for further investigation both inside the IHSSs (venfication 
sampling) and outside the buildings (Stage 111) is dependent on whether 1) the 
IHSSs have met the RCRA clean closure performance standards, 2) there is 
evidence indicating releases from the IHSSs, and 3) the IHSSs conmn 
unacceptable levels of radionuclides from a CERCLA standpoint Onginally, it 
was proposed that nsk-based concentrations be used for RCRA closure 
performance standards, thus the inclusion of nsk calculations in TM#1 
However, this approach has been modified to use detection limits and background 
concentrations as RCRA performance standards Therefore, the calculation of 
nsk-based screening levels has been eliminated from TM#1 The evaluation of 
radionuclide levels, however, has been retained in order to facilitate the decision 
process from a CERCLA perspective 

Comment 2 Determination of Clean Closure Performance Status - The Division does not 
consider nsk based screening levels appropnate as clean closure performance 
standards for the IHSSs in OU 15 As stated in the Work Plan, the Clean 
Closure Performance Standard is generally applied through decontamination 
and/or removal of any detectable hazardous waste constituents The Division’s 
requirements for clean closure at OU 15 are specified in the Rocky Flats Plant 
Hazardous Waste Permit and discussed below 



Response 

0 Treatment Units - To meet clean closure standards at hazardous waste 
treatment units in OU 15, steam nnsate samples must not contam 
detectable levels of chemicals of regulatory concern for that limit The 
chemicals of regulatory concern at treatment units are the hazardous 
wastes that were specifically treated by the units Chemicals of regulatory 
concern at IHSS 204 (Uranium Chip Roaster) are volatile organic 
compounds (solvents and coolants from uranium machining) At IHSS 
217 (Cyanide Hood) the only chemical of regulatory concern is cyanide 

hnsate samples from IHSS 217 [sic, should be 2041 did not contan 
detectable levels of VOCs and nnsate samples from IHSS 217 do not 
conbun cyanide Therefore, both IHSSs have sufficient informabon to 
show atmnment of the clean closure performance standards, and 
venfication sampling is not necessary 

0 Drum Storage Units - To meet clean closure standards at hazardous waste 
drum storage units in OU 15, steam rinsate samples must not contam 
detectable levels of hazardous constituents reasonably expected to be at the 
unit Hazardous constituents are listed in 6 CCR 1007-3 Part 261 
Appendix VI11 Drum storage units at OU 15 include IHSS 178, 179, 180 
and 211 

Equipment blanks must be collected to determine the source of phthalates 
in the OU 15 nnsate samples before clean closure can be demonstrated 
Chemical hits that can not be attributed to sampling equipment should be 
compared to the list of hazardous constituents (Part 261 Appn VIII) A 
determination should then be made by DOE as to whether any remaming 
hazardous constituents are reasonably expected to be at that IHSS If DOE 
does not consider the remaining hazardous constituents reasonably 
expected to be at an IHSS the argument should be presented to the 
Division for concurrence Venfication sampling must be conducted for 
those hazardous constituents reasonably expected to be present and 
detected at the IHSS Verification sampling should be limited to only the 
hazardous constituents identified during stage I sampling 

Risk-based closure performance standards have been eliminated from TM# 1 In 
addition, the evaluation of radionuclides (which does not follow the RCRA 
performance standards) has been moved to a separate section to clanfy the 
evaluation of RCRA constituents The RCRA performance standards descnbed 
above are now used in TM#1 to evaluate the hot water nnsate results for each 
IHSS 

Equipment blank samples have been run,  and the results are presented in Section 
4 0 These results have been used to aid in  the evaluation of chemical results 
from hot water nnsate sampling performed at each IHSS 
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Venfication sampling, where necessary, is descnbed in Section 7 0 It is agreed 
that venfication sampling will be performed for only those RCRA constituents 
detected in the actual IHSS sampling locations 

Comment 3 Data Usabilitv and 0 A/OC Evaluation - TM 1 reports that QA/QC samples were 
collected along with steam nnsate samples dunng this investigation However, 
the QA/QC data is not reported or analyzed Before any conclusions can be 
reached or decisions made based on the OU 15 field data a QA/QC analysis must 
be conducted to prove the useability and defensibility of the field data The 
analysis must include a review of detection limits 

The representativeness, of the stream rinsate data to charactenze the condition of 
the floors in the IHSSs is questionable without knowing the impact of sampling 
equipment of the analytical results It is clearly possible that the majonty of the 
organic analytes detected in the IHSS nnsate samples are artifacts of the sampling 
process However, no data has been collected to confirm this hypothesis A full 
review of the QA/QC sampling plan and its appropnateness should be conducted 
and any additional sampling and analysis necessary to confirm the 
representativeness of the nnsate sampling performed 

Response An analysis of the QA/QC data is provided in  Section 4 0 This analysis includes 
the results of recently obtained equipment blank samples, as well as other blank 
samples and an evaluation of sample detection limits 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment 1 Section 1 1. Dage 1-1 - The reference to the overall objectives of the OU 15 
RFI/RI should be to the Introduction (Section 1 page 1-1 and 1-2) of the Work 
Plan or Section 4 1 instead of Section 4 0 The four purpose statements are listed 
explicitly in the Work Plan Introduction and similarly in Section 4 1 but not in 

Section 4 0 Section 4 0 lists the five general goals of an RFI/RI 

Response The reference has been corrected as suggested 

Comment 2 Section 1 1. Dape 1-2 second paragraph - The first sentence in this paragraph 
must be corrected to reflect DOE’S role and responsibilities in the RFI/RI 
process TM 1 is being prepared and submitted by DOE and it’s subcontractors 
to the CDH and EPA This sentence must be modified to reflect this fact The 
Division concurs with the remainder of this paragraph and applauds DOE and it’s 
subcontractors for it’s efforts to work with the Division on OU 15 

Response The sentence has been modified as requested 

Comment 3 Section 1 2 pape 1-3 last Daragraph - This paraphrasing of the IAG Statement of 
Work is not entirely correct and should be clanfied Section I B 11 a Intenm 
Status Closure Units Inside Buildings (OU 15), states that if there has not been 
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a release and there is a a threat of  a release, then CDH and EPA will require 
no further action at OU 15 Additionally, i t  states that if there h been or is a 
threat of release then further action mav be required It is important that all 
parties recognize that if there was not a release no further action is required, but 
if there was a release the decision of further action is at the discretion of CDH 
and EPA The Division reads the current language in this paragraph of TM 1 to 
presume that additional investigation will be required, which may or may not be 
the case 

Response The TM#1 has been modified to more clearly state the position of the IAG with 
respect to potential releases In addition, the discussion of potential releases 
contamed in Section 2 0 has been updated with additional information 

Comment 4 Section 1 4 parre 1-4 top of page - The requirements for submittal of a BRA for 
OU 15 are specifically discussed in Section 8 0 Human Health R s k  Assessment 
Plan and Section 9 0 Environmental Evaluation of the OU 15 Phase I RFI/RI 
Work Plan Specifically Section 8 1 of the Work Plan (page 8-1) states, 

"However, the IHSSs in OU 15 are RCRA Closure Units to which the 
Clean Closure Performance Standards will be applied (see Section 3 0) 
and are all located inside buildings Because the Clean Closure 
Performance Standards are nsk-based standards, barnng evidence of 
potentml release of  contaminants outside the IHSS, no HHRA should be 
necessary If sampling or histoncal information indicate the presence of 
residual hazardous substances that pose a threat of  release, a BRAP will 
be submitted in a technical memorandum in accordance with Sections 
VI1 D la, VI1 D 1 b ,  and VI1 D 1 c of  the IAG Statement of Work " 

The Division recommends that DOE reevaluate the decision to designate this 
submittal as tech memos 1 and 2 of  a OU-15 Baseline Risk Assessment If, as 
DOE proposes in  this tech memo, NFA is pursued at OU 15 a BRA should not 
be necessary I f  further action is deemed necessary at OU 15 then a BRA will 
be necessary and the BRA tech memos listed on page 1-4 of this tech memo 
would be required to address the specific concerns of that specific further action 

The Division recommends that DOE restrict the purpose of  TM 1 to the work 
plan requirements of  submittal of field sampling results and evaluation of the need 
for stage 3 and venfication sampling 

Response TM#1 no longer addresses any part of the BRA The need for a BRA will be 
determined based on the need for further action, as suggested 

Comment 5 Section 3 0 - As stated in Section 2 1 Sampling Plan of this tech memo, activities 
performed as part of the investigation include a review of new and/or additional 
information, visual inspecbon and documentation of current conditions, and 
sampling and analysis of surfaces within each IHSS area However, the review 



of new and/or additional information is not included in Section 3, Presentation of 
Results It is the Divisions understanding that there is additional histoncal 
information regarding many of these IHSS, as well as new data relevant to the 
OU-15 investigation If this information is pertinent to the future direction of the 
OU-15 investigation is must be reported and discussed along with the OU-15 field 
sampling results in this tech memo 

Response Additional histoncal information has been gathered and is presented in Section 
2 0 along with the historical use and visual inspection information 

Comment 6 Section 3 0. Dage 3-1 second DaragraDh - The statement, "Only those constituents 
that were detected by the laboratory analysis of the hot nnsate sample results are 
reported in the sections below 'I It is the Division's 
understanding that only positivelv identified constituents that were present above 
detected limits and not present in laboratory blanks are considered "hits" and 
included in this section Therefore tentatively identified compounds or TICS, as 
well as constituents identified at below the detection limits and B qualified 
organics are excluded from this section The Division recommends that this 
statement be clanfied in the tech memo Additionally, it should be noted in the 
text that the complete set of sampling results are included on the computer disks 
submitted with TM 1 

must be clanfied 

Response The definition of a "hit" is clanfied in the text in  Section 5 1 1 
the inclusion of computer disks has also been added to Section 1 4 

A reference to 

Comment 7 Section 3 1 through 3 6. Presentation of IHSS Specific Results - In presenting the 
results of field sampling for each specific IHSS many sections of the text (Section 
3 1 through 3 6) are redundant and for the most part unnecessary For example, 
the text in section 3 1 is repeated for every IHSS with only the IHSS number 
modified This type of introductory statement is not necessary for every IHSS and 
should be included ~ n c e  in the introduction to the section 

Response Where possible, the degree of redundancy has been reduced as suggested 

Comment 8 Section 3 x 3 Data Presentation for IHSS xxx - These sections should not be 
limited to directing the reader the appropriate sampling result tables A bnef 
discussion summanzing the results and highlighting any unusual or significant 
results should be added to this section 

Also, it is not necessary to repeat the entire citation for the senes of results tables 
for every IHSS A simple statement such as, "Results of the Stage I and I1 
investigations for IHSS xxx are presented in tables 3 x 1 through 3 x 4 I' is 
sufficient to guide the reader to the appropriate tables 

Response A discussion has been added for each of the IHSS data presentations, now 
contained in Sections 5 2 through 5 7 The degree of redundancy has been 



reduced where possible 

Comment 9 Section 3 1 1. page 3-2 - A listing of the waste codes currently being stored at 
IHSS 178 as a 90 day accumulation area should be complied and compared to the 
work plan list and nnsate sampling results to determine any possible impact of 
recent operations of sampling results 

Response No drums were stored in IHSS 178 as observed dunng a visit conducted on Apnl 
28, 1994 In addition, no drums were observed in IHSS 178 at any time dunng 
the visits associated with the Stage I and I1 field investigations Drums are, 
however, stored in IHSS 21 1 The following waste codes may be accumulated 
in Room 266B DOO1, D002, D003, D004, D005, D006, D007, D008, D009, 
D010, Doll ,  D018, D019, D022, D035, F001, F002, F003, and F005 

Comment 10 Tables 3 x 1 Hot Water Rinsate Chemical Results (Hits Onlv) - A review of the 
nnsate sampling results submitted on computer disk and the respective tables 
indicate that these tables are incomplete Several chemicals were found on the 
computer data set that should have been included in the tables For example, 
hexadecanoic acid is reported at IHSS 178 but not in Table 3 3-1 The Division 
recommends that DOE review the cntena used to select results for reporting in 
all summary tables in TM 1 and make any corrections necessary 

Response The results for hexadecanoic acid at IHSS 178 were labeled with a RESULT 
TYPE of “TIC”, indicating that the compound was only tentatively identified as 
hexadecanoic acid Furthermore, the results were qualified with a “J” qualifier, 
indicating that the results reported were below the sample detection limit Verbal 
direction from the Colorado Department of Health indicated that results below the 
stated detection limits were not to be considered This approach is stated in 
Section 5 1 1 The data presented in the revised TM#1 have been carefully 
checked aganst the procedures stated in Section 5 1 1 for data extraction and 
fil tering 

Comment 11 Section 4 0. Dage 4-1 - The introduction of this section should clearly delineate 
the scope of the COC selection process and its relationship to CHWA Closure 
requirements and CERCLA Baseline Risk Assessment requirements 

As stated in the approved OU 15 RFI/RI Work Plan and noted in Division 
comments to Section 1 of this TM, if no further action is required at OU-15 a 
baseline nsk assessment should not be necessary 

Response This section has been eliminated from the revised TM#1 Selection of 
constituents for RCRA evaluation follows the RCRA closure performance 
standard, and is descnbed for each IHSS in Section 5 0 

A BRA is not proposed for any IHSS for which NFA is recommended. In 
addition, a BRA will not be proposed for any IHSS for RCRA constituents, since 
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IHSSs will undergo venfication sampling to show compliance with the RCRA 
clean closure performance standards A BRA may be proposed for IHSSs which 
show unacceptable levels of radionuclides from a CERCLA standpoint, however, 
such a condition was not observed for any of the OU15 IHSSs Therefore, we 
are not proposing any BRA work at this time 

Comment 12 Section 4 0. page 4-1 - The statement that RAGS & for a screening process to 
reduce the number of constituents at a site based on concentrations and toxicities 
of constituents detected is misleading and unnecessary A review of RAGS Part 
A Section 5 9, Further Reduction in the Number of Chemicals (Optional), 
indicated that screening of chemicals is optional and should only be done when 
carrying a large number of chemicals through the process is not practical The 
use of such screens is not "typical" or "called for" in RAGS The Division 
recommends deletmg this reference to RAGS and optional screening processes in 
this tech memo 

Response This section has been eliminated from the revised TM#l 

Comment 13 Section 4 0. page 4-1 and 4-2 - In general the division concurs with the process 
of evaluating the OU 15 nnsate data to determine if hazardous constituents have 
been detected However, as stated in the General Comments to this TM, the 
Division does not consider nsk based screening levels appropriate as clean closure 
performance standards for IHSS at OU 15 The Division offers the following 
comments and concerns on the selection cntena 

"U" Oualified Results - A discussion of maximum acceptable detection 
limits for elimination of compounds from further consideration based on 
non-detect should be included in  this tech memo (see General Comment 
- Data Usability) 

OC CODE of "REAL" - Samples with a QC CODE of "DUP" should also 
be considered in the evaluation of rinsate samples The results of duplicate 
sample analysis are equally valid Where multiple results are reported for 
a single sample, without dilution, the Division recommends that, as a 
conservative approach, the maximum of the two sample results be used in 
the evaluation Multiple dilution results should be individually scrutinized 
to determine what results are most appropriate 

Response Risk-based performance standards have been eliminated from the revised TM#1 
and replaced with the standards given in General Comment #2 

A discussion of detection limits and other QA/QC sample results is provided in 
Section 4 0 Samples with a QC CODE of DUP" are presented in the data 
tables for each IHSS, and are included in the data evaluation In addition, a 
discussion of relative percent differences (RPDs) between onginal and duplicate 
samples is given in Section 4 0 



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
Dedicated to prorecung and rrnprovln the bed$? and 
environment 9f the p 9 p k  of C h a  B o 

4300 Cherly Crcck Dr S Laboratoiy 6uildin~ 
Demer, Colorado 80222-1530 4210 E 11th Avcnre 
Phone 1303) 692-1090 h \ z r  Colorado 9O:?il j716 

(303,631 c o o  

March 31, 1994 

Mr Richard J Schacsburger 
U S Department of Energ-- 
Rocky Flats O f f i c e ,  Bids 116 
P 0 Box 928 
Golden, Colorado 80402-0928 

RE. Comments - Draft Phase I RFT/RT Technical Mantorandmi No. I, Rocky F l a t 8  P l a n k  
Inside Building Closures (Operable Unit 15) February 1994 

Dear Mr Schassburger, 

The Colorado Department of Health, Hazardous Materials and Nsste Management Division 
(the Divlslon), has r e v l e w d  the above referenced document submitted by DOE and 

prime operating contractor, EO&G The Division's coments are attached Comments 
from t h e  EPA w i l l  be forwarded under separate cover 011 recsrpt by the Division 

The DxvAsion 1s generally pleised with this draft submittal However, 66 discussed 
at the March 17, 1994 meeting with your staff, some regulatory and tcchnlcal issues 
must be incorporated into this document in order to make a complete detemnation 
on the need for vcritication sampling, which w i l l  be used to certify attainment of 
C l e m  Closure Performance Standards at several OW 15 IRSSs 

These issues are discussed in detail in the attached comments Included are 
discussions of the collectLon of additional eguigmeat blanks to verify the 
hypothesis that; phthalates 13 steam rinsate samples are associated wlth sampling 
hoses, evaluation of data u;ability and QA/QC samples, a d  modification to the 
decision logic for detemininj the need for verification sanpling to meet the clean 
closure performLance standard:, 

T h e  Dlvlslon comnsnds DOE and EO&G for the continued cooseratron and open 
Communication on OU-15. T ~ E  Division recognizes that czncurrent review of this 
document wrth DOE IS a major step toward strearnlmin3 thc review process 

If y ~ u  haye any questions, p'ease call Jeff s a n s o n  of my staff  at 692-3416 

Sincerely, /7 

J U Gary w Baughman, Chief 
Fac3 lrties Section 
Haiardous Waste Control Program 

cc Martin Hestmark, EPZ, 
B i l l  Fitch, DOE 
Dcnnzs Sthubbe, EG&G 
Steve Tarlton, CDH-OE 
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Colorddo Departwent of Health 
Hazardous Materials and Waate MdnagQmPnt Division 

Technical Mienorandurn No 1 Contaninant Identification ar-d Exposure Assessment 
Operable Jnit If - Inside Building Closures 

.__- - Comments - 
GPNERAL CObUdENTS 

Scow.  df T e ~ r a i c a ;  ~*ermr;;L?-d,m +; - The Divizion dc93 *20\ o+,icve tnat tr.c currenc 
scope azd focus of Technical Memorandum $1 (TM 1) L; consistent with the aporoved 
OU 15 RFI/RI Work Plan The puxpose of TM 1 should be limited to presenting the 
results of tha stage 1 and Stage I1 Field Sampling effort and DOE'S evaluation of 
the need for Stage I11 and/or Verification sampling Therefore, thc Division 
recommends that DOE renlove the Baseline Risk Assessment f r o m  the scope of TM 1. 

Additionally, the Division woulci like to clarify that the sccpe of the decision 
regarding TM l i s  limited to the ceed to ccnduct additional stages of inveetigaclon 
to meet the objectiveid of the Ou 1s Phase 1 RFT/RI Report This is not  a remedial 
action decision docrtment, and approval o€ thts document docs not constitute the 
Division's CertificatLon of clean closure or approval of a No Further Action 
deCi8lOn regarding potential remedial action at OU-15 Such a decision can only be 
made after appropridta public cotrrnenc 

Determination of Clean Closure Performance Status - Tne DivlSlOn does not consider 
risk based ecreening levels appropriate as clean closure performance standards for 
the ZHSSs in OU 15 As stated in the Work Plan, t h e  Clean Closure Performance 
Standard LS generally applzed through decontamination and/or removal o f  any 
detectable hazardous waste constituents The Division's requiremente for clean 
closure at OU 15 are speclfied in the Rocky Flats Plant Hazardous Waste Permit and 
discussed below 

Treatment Unit# - To meet clean closure standards at hazardous waflte 
treatment units in OU 15, steam rinsate samples must not contain detectable 
levels of chemicals of regulatory coxicern for that unit The chemicals of 
regulatory concern at  treatment units are the hazardous wastes that were 
specifically treated by the units Chemicals of regulatory concern a t  IHSS 
204 (Uranium Chip Roaster) are volatile organic compounds (solvents and 
coolants from uranium machining) At IlIss 217 (Cyanide Hood) the only 
chemical of regulatory concern is cyanide 

Rinsate samples from IIISS 217 did not contain detectable level6 of VOCs and 
rinsate samples from IHSS 217 do not contain cyanide Therefore, both IHSSs 
have sufficient inforinstion to show attainment of the clean closure 
performance standards, and verification sampling is not necessary 

D r u n  Storage Unite - Tc meet clean closure standards at hazardous waete drum 
storage units in OU 15, steam rinsate samples must not contain detectable 
levels o f  hazardous cunstituents reasooably expected to be a t  the unit 
Hazardous Con6tl.tUents are listed in 6 CCR 1007-3 Part: 261  Appendix VI11 
D r d m  storage units at OU 15 include IHSS 178, 179, la0 and 211 

Equipment blanks must ile collected to determine the source of phthalates 111 
the OU 15 rinsate samples before clean closure can be demonstrated Chemical, 
hits that can not be a-tribute8 LO sampling equipment should be compared to 
the 1rst of hazardous constituents (Part 261 Appn VIII) A determination 
should then be made by >Oc as to whether any remaining hazardous constituents 
are reasonably expected to be at that IxSS If DOE does not consider the 
retraining hazirdoue ccnvtrtuents reasonably expected to be at: an IHSS the 
argument should be presented to the Division for concurrence V e i l f i c a t i o n  
sampling must be conducted for those  hazardous conetztuents reasonably 
expected to be presenc and detected at the IHSS Verrficatron sampling 
s h o u l d  be limited to o r l y  the hazardouv constituents identified during stage 
I sampling 
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Colorado Department of Health 
Hazardous Materials and waste Vanagement Division 

Tec'mical Memorandum KO 1 Contaminant I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  aczd Exposure ASSeSSment 
Operable Ynit 15 - I n s i d e  Bullding Closures 

Comments 

3dta U s a b i l ~ r i r  and QA/QC -I Pialuation - - - TM 1 reports that QA/QC samples wera 
collecLed alCr\.g hith steam rzr-sate s a - , ~ l e s  during tnia i n ~ - e ; t i g a t i o r -  H c n e - i t f ,  thz 
QA,'QC &:a 1s not repcrzed cr ar-zLfz&i Btforz anI coccLuqions can be rsccked or 
decisions Fade baaed on the cu 15 field data  a Q.4/QC analysis must be conducted to 
prove tce ueabrllty md def9n:ibility of the  field data The arlalyois must include 
a revier*. cP detection limits 

The rcpresentdtivaaess of tha stream rinsate data to characterize the conditior. of 
the floors 1x1 the XSSSs is questionable wrthodt knowing the impact of samplrng 
eqcipxent of th4 analytical iesults It is clearly possrble that the majority o t  
t he  organic ailalytes detecttd i n  the IXSS r i n s a t e  s a ~ l 2 3  are artifacts of the 
Sampling process 
A f u l l  renew of the QWQC sampling p l a n  an& i ts  appropriateness should be conducted 
and add1 tional sampling and analysis necessary to confi rn the represintatlvenfss 
of: the rinqate sampling pcrfcrmed 

c - --- 

Hodever, no data has been collecdd to confirm t h i s  hypothesis 

2 
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Colorado Departnent of Health 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management nrvlsron 

Tcchr-ical Memorandum No 1 Contadnapt: Identification and Eqosure Assessment 
Operable Unit: 25 - Inside Buildirg Closures 

SPECIFIC COI4MENTS. 

SectLon i 1, caqe i-l - The rcfecenca to :he cvcrzll obysccivss of the CU 15 PFI/RI 
should be to-the InYroduction (Section 1 page 1-1 and 1-2) of the Work Plan or 
Section 4 1 instead of Section 4 o Tfie four purpose stntemsnt: are listed 
expllcltly in the work plan Introduction and similarly rn Section 4 1 but not in 
Sect103 4 Section 4 0 llsts the five general goals of an RFl/RI 

SectLo'? 1 1 ,  P Z - ~ 1 - 2  second paraqraDh - The first seitexlce Ln this parigragh must: 
be corrected to reflect DOS'6 role and responsibilities in the  RFI/RI process TI4 
1 is being prepared an1 swmittad by DOE and it's subcontractors to the CDH and EPA 
ThJs sentence must be modified t o  reflect this fact The Division concurs wrth the 
remainhr of this paragraph ard applauds DOE and i t ' s  subcontractors for lts efforts 
to work with the Divlrion on OU 15 

Section 1 2 ,  Dacre 1-3 laat rjnrasrapb - This. paraphrasmg of the IAG Statement of 
buork is not e ~ t i r e l y  correct and should be claritied Section I B 11 a Interim 
Status Closure Units Inside Buildings (OU 15}, states that if there has n_qt_ been a 
release and there is zqg a threat of a release, then CDH dnd EPA require no 
further action at OU 15 Additionally, it states that if there h a s  been or 1 8  a 
threat of release then further actiofi may be required It i s  important that al l  
parties recognize that if there was not a release no further action i s  required, but 
if there was a release the decision of furthar action is at  the discretion of CDH 
arid EL;& The Division reade the current  language in this paragraph of 'IT4 1 to 
presuRie that additioral rnvtsxgatlon w J l l  be required, which may or may not be t h e  
case 

Section 1 4 ,  Page 1 - 4  toR of Q- - The requiremalts for sirbrnittal of a BRA for OU 
15 are specitxally discussed in Sectiofl 8 0 Human Health Riek ASSeSSment Plan and 
Section 9 0 Environmental ETraluation of the OU 15 Phase I RFT/RI Work Plan 
Specifically Section 8.1 of the Work Plan (page 8-1) states, 

"However, the IKSSs in OU 15 are RCL9 Closure Units to which the C l e a n  Closure 
Perform=mce StanZards w i l l  be applied (see Section 3 0 )  and are slL located  
inside buildings Because the  Clean Closure Pcrformancs Standards are risk-based 
standards, barring eviden. e OF potential release of contaminants outside the 
IHSS, 110 P E A  sbuld be necessary If sampling or historical laformation 
indicate the prr-sace of residual haa?rdous substances that pose a threat of 
release, a B U P  will bs submitted in a technical mernora?dun i n  accord.ance with 
Sections VI1 D la, VI1 D 3 b, and VI1 D 1 c of the TAG Statement of Work " 

The Division recommends that DOE reevaluate the decision to d3skgnatt this subnitcal 
a5 tech menos 1 and 2 of a O'J-15 Baseline Risk h s t s s m e a c  If, as DOE proposes An 
this tech mmo, NFA 1s pursued at  OW 15 a BRA shoulci nor. ba necessary If rurther 
actlor, I S  desired necessary at OU 15 then a ERA w i l l  be neccssarj  and the BR.4 tech 
memos l u t e d  on page 1 - 4  of tk is tech meino dould be r9quii-eA to address tho specific 
concerns of tnat spec~€3 c fu thcr actio2 

The Plvlsion rezommende that DOE restrict the purpose of TM 1 to tha work plan 
requirements of submittal of f i e l d  sampling results arid evaluation of thn need for 
sta3c 3 and vdri fi cation sampli~g 

3 
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coloracfo Department of Health 
Ea z ardous Mar e r i  a1 s and Wa E te Mandgerneiit D1v13 ion 

Tacknical demorandcm No 1 Contarmnant identiClcatloa axid EXpOeUre Assessment 
Gperable %it 15 - Inslue R u t d i n g  Closures 

Comments 

Section 3 - Presentation of Fzsults 
S x z i z n  3 - 2  - As stataa :n Section 2 1 San;_rliog ?lan Gf th:; zech mwc, actLvit ie;  
performed as paxt of the invxtigation include a revied of ne4 and/or additional 
information, vi  sua1 inspectioq and documentation ot currer-t ccoditions, and eampling 
and analysis o f  surfaces witha eacn IHSS area iiowever, the review cf new and/or 
additional information 1s not included section 3 ,  Presentation of Results It 
is the D z - r r ~ i o c s  understanding that there is additional nistorical information 
regaraing many or' these I E S S ,  as v e l 1  as new data relevant to the OU-15 
mveatrgat-on ii this izfonration is peri-,ip.efit to the future direction o f  the OU- 
15 1nvestig;tion is must be reported ax?  discussed along -11th the 03-15 f l e f d  
sampling ri.sUlt5 1x1 t h i s  tech mmo 

-c Section 3 0, 8899 3-1 second oaraqraph - The statement, "Only those constituent8 
that were catectsC by the labwatory analysis of the hot rinsate sample results are 
reported in che aections helow must be clarified It is the DiViBlOn' 6 
underetandtng that o n l y  positively identifi& constituents that were present above 
detectable limits acd not przsent in laboratory blanks are considered "hits" and 
included 111 this section Therefore tentatively identified compounds or TICB, aa 
well as constituents identiired at below the  detection limits and B qua l i f i ed  
organics are excluded from this sectiofi Ihe Division recommerlds that this 
statement be clarified in the tech Rieino Additionally, it should be noted in the 
text that the complete set of sampling results are included on the computer disks 
submitted with TM 1 

Sectlon 3 1 throush3_~--Presentrtion of IHSS Srrecific Resu- - In presenting the 
resu l ts  of field sampling for each specific IESS many sections of the text  (Section 
3 1 through 3 6) arc redundant and for the most part unnecessary For example, the 
text  in section 3 1 is repeated for every XHSS with only the IHSS num4cr modified 
This type of Introductory statement as not necessary for every IWSS and ehould. be 
included cnce i n  the introduction to the eection 

Section 3 .< 3 Data P r e e n t a t i o n  for XHSS Y-XX - These sections should not be limited 
to directizg the reac?er the qpropriats sampling r c s u l t  tables A brief  discussion 
summarizing the rssults and t i g h l i g n t i n g  ary unusual or significant results should 
ba added t o  this section 

Also, It i$ not n ~ c s s s n r y  to repeat the eltire citatxon f o r  the series of results 
tables f o r  every IYSS A sivple  state,rie-.t guch a;, "?c_sults of the Stag5 I and I1 
rnvsstigations for IiiSS xxc are F T ~ S P ~ C ~ ~  in tables 3 x 1 through 3 X 4 'I is 
s u f f i c i e n t  to guide tha  resatst to the appropriate tablss 

Sactiorl 3 1 1, naqe 3-2. - A listirg of tzp, wasm codes curzently being scored at 
IHSS 178 a5 a 90 day accumulation area should be complied and compared tO the work 
glan llst %i+d rislsate samplrig reuult,s LJ oeterminc any p ~ ~ i n l e  1 m p t c t  of recent 
op~rations of sainpling resuL1-s 

Tables 3 1 Watar Dlnjqte C h - e a ~ i s d  RcsLtl tu ( I i i t , ~  C n U  - A rcvi?w Of Che 
rinsate sa~pling results elmnit t2d on cmlputer d i s k  m-c the respective tables 
indicsts txat thse tables are ~ n c o m ~ l r - t c  Several chmica'ls here found on the 
CompiJer data EBC tbat sb'0u1d have b e e  included in tha  tables For example, 
hexadecanoic ac-d i s  rzzportzc! at IXsS 178 but riot in ~X9l.e 3 3-1 The Divlslan 
rccommcn6s t n a t  DOC review t-e criteria usad to sclcct results for repmting In all 
summary taaltu 111  TI^ 1 and make any corrections necessary 
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Colorado Departnent of Bealth 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division 

Technical Memorandum No 1 ContaminanL fdenrification and Exposure Assessment: 
Operable U n i t  15 - Tnsrde Building Closures 

Comment 8 

Sectlon 4.0 Selection of Con~tituents of Concern 

Section 4 O,&aue 4-1 - The introduction of this section anould clearly delineate 
the scope of the COC selection process and its relationship t o  C W A  Closure 
requirements and CERCLA Baseline Rxsk P-ssessment requiremmts 

As stated in the  approved OU 15 RFI/RI work Plan and noted in Division comments to 
Section 1 of this TM, if no further action is requirad at OU-1s a baselrne risk 
assessment should not be necessary 

Section 4 0 ,  page 4 - 2  - The statement that RAGS calls  f o r  a screening process to 
reduce the number of constituents at a site based on conccntrationB and toxicities 
of constituents detected is misleading a d  unnecessary A review of RAGS Part A 
Section 5 9, Further Reduction in che Number of Chemicals (optional) indicated that: 
screcning of chemicals is optional and should only be done when carrying a large 
number of chemicals through the process LEI not practical The use of such screens 
i s  not ”typical” or llcalled €or” in RAGS The Division recommends deleting this 
reference to RAGS and optiocal screening processes m t h i s  tech memo 

Section 4 0, paqc 4:Apnd 4 - 2  - In general che Division concurs wrth the process of 
evaluating the OU 15 rinbate data to determine if hazardous constituents have been 
detected However, as stated in the General Comenta to this TM, the Division does 
not consider risk based screening levels appropriate as clean closure performarice 
standards for IHSS at OU 15 The Division offers the following comments and 
concerns on the selection criteria 

I1Ult Qual1 f l e d  Results - A discussion of maximum acceptable detection limits for 
elimination of compounds from further consideration based on non-detect: should 
be included in t h u  tech  memo (see General Comment - Data Usability) 

QG CODE of “RE4LN - Samples with a Qc CODE of n D ~ n  should also be considered In 
the evaluatzon of rinsate samples The result8 of duplrcate sample analysis are 
equally valid Where mult~ple results are reported for a single sample, without 
dilution, the Division recommends that, as a conservative approach, the maximum 
of the two sample results be used 12 the evaluation rdultrple dilution rcsults 
should be individually scrutiriized to determine ,,.hat results ar2 most 
appropriate 

5 
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' I  RESPONSE TO DOE COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNIT 15 
DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NlTMBER 1 

ROCKY FLATS PLANT, INSIDE BUILDING CLOSURES 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Comment 1 The source of beryllium contaminahon and how this contaminahon is to be 
addressed should be further explamed Although beryllium is detected at several 
Individual Hazardous Substance Sites (IHSSs), the document concludes that such 
beryllium (see Specific Comment 11) will not affect pursuing clean closure and 
should be addressed as a general building concern Please elaborate as to how 
the beryllium contamination will be addressed and how the data collected during 
this action will be incorporated into further investigations Clean closure of the 
IHSSs may be inappropnate before the beryllium contamination issue is resolved 

Response The following text has been added to Section 6 8 2 to address the beryllium issue 

The presence of beryllium surface contamination in excess of the Rocky Flats 
Plant beryllium smear control level of 25 micrograms per square foot 
(approximately 2 7 micrograms per 100 square centimeters), as established in the 
Rocky Flats Plant Health and Safety Practices HSP 13 04, was detected dunng 
smear sampling in IHSSs 179 and 180 However, the pattern of detections and 
the relative magnitude of the results within and around each of the IHSSs did not 
indicate that the beryllium surface contamination was attributable to the storage 
of wastes in the IHSSs A pattern of detections showing higher beryllium levels 
within the IHSS versus areas around the IHSS would be indicative that the IHSS 
was the beryllium source Instead the sampling results suggested that the 
presence of beryllium may be associated with other operations in the respective 
buildings The beryllium detections were apparently random in location and 
magnitude with respect to the IHSS, and did not indicate a higher frequency or 
magnitude of detections within the IHSS versus outside the IHSS Beryllium may 
have been commingled with the RCRA-regulated wastes stored in drums in the 
IHSSs, but was not itself subject to regulation Beryllium is only RCRA- 
regulated as a discarded or off-specification chemical product that is essentially 
pure in form Such a waste (e g , beryllium dust) would carry an EPA Code of 
PO15 

IHSSs 179 and 180 should be able to proceed with the RCRA closure process 
despite the presence of beryllium The RCRA Clean Closure Performance 
Standards specified in the RFP State RCRA Permit address only Toxicity 
Charactenstic metals, which do not include beryllium Furthermore, results from 
the OU15 Stage I and I1 field investigations did not indicate that beryllium 
contamination had migrated from the IHSS locations to outside the buildings 
Although not a RCRA concern, beryllium contamination in IHSSs 179 and 180 
will need to be addressed pnor to completing building decontamination and 



Comment 2 

Response 

Comment 3 

Response 

decommissioning or economic redevelopment Beryllium contamination will be 
addressed on a building-wide basis in accordance with the requirements of HSP 
13 04 

The report presents two instances, Specific Comments 7 and 10, where detection 
levels were higher than the screening levels The report should discuss whether 
these detections were the result of the screening level being reduced after the 
surveys or if proposed detection limits were not achieved dunng this 
investigation 

Since nsk-based screening levels are no longer a part of the Technical 
Memorandum, and will not be used as clean closure performance cntena, this 
comment no longer applies to the revised Technical Memorandum 

The engineenng drawings in  Figures 2-2 to 2-20 are presented without a scale 
Please provide the scale for each drawing 

A scale is not included on the drawings due to concerns over classification of the 
document as Unclassified Controlled Nuclear Information (UCNI) Past 
expenence with drawing classification has indicated that drawings that show the 
location of an area within a building and contain scales and north arrows may be 
considered UCNI Drawings which are classified UCNI could not be released to 
the public or administrative record, therefore, a scale has not been added 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Comment 1 

Response 

Comment 2 

Response 

Section 1 4 ,  page (p ) 1-5, last paragraph, first sentence The sentence states that 
Section 2 0 of this document summanzes the Field Sampling Plan However, the 
section summarues only the quantity and location of the samples collected dunng 
the Phase I Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Facility Investigation 
(RFI)/Remedial Investigation (RI) process and the rationale for the sampling is 
essentially explamed in Section 3 The text would be much clearer if Section 2 
is merged into Section 3 

Section 3 0 has now been split into Sections 5 0 and 6 0 to accommodate 
revisions to the TM #1 The text has been clarified i n  Section 1 0 to indicate that 
Section 2 0 only summarizes the scope of work and methods proposed in the 
FSP 

Section 2 4,  p 2-8, second paragraph Please provide a summary table showing 
the results of the quality control sampling The listing in Section 3 does not 
provide a specific break-out providing these sample results 

Quality control sampling results are now discussed in a separate Data Quality 
section, Section 4 0 A listing and discussion of the quality control sample results 



are provided 

Comment 3 Section 2 5, p 2-10, first paragraph Please clanfy the system limitations that 
did not allow for input of sample locations If the system was unable to track 
sample locations, then please explan how this information will not be "lost" over 
time 

Response This sentence was modified to explain the incompatibility between smear/survey 
data and RFEDS A sentence was added to indicate that these results will be 
mantamed in hard copy form in the project files 

Comment 4 Section 3 0, p 3-1, second paragraph If possible the data presented in the tables 
should be identified as validated or invalidated If this report is going to be used 
for malung the decision not to conduct planned field work, then representation of 
invalidated data is necessary to adequately evaluate the decision for No Further 
Action at these IHSSs 

Response The validation status of each result is now included in the data tables 

Comment 5 Section 4 0, p 4-1, first paragraph Please clanfy the purpose of the screening 
process that IS used It appears that the screen is to both include and exclude 
contaminants of concern, but the process is not well descnbed 

Response The matenal previously presented in Section 4 0 regarding selection of 
constituents of concern has been eliminated due to the elimination of nsk-based 
performance standards Therefore, this comment is no longer applicable Please 
refer to Section 5 1 1 for the selection of constituents to be evaluated for RCRA 
considerations Section 6 0 now states that all detected radionuclides were 
included in the CERCLA evaluation 

Comment 6 Section 4 0, p 4-1, second paragraph 
paragraph 
reasons 

Please clanfy the last sentence in this 
Specifically identify what constitutes "chemical quality assurance 

Response See response to above comment 
Evaluation in Section 4 0 

In addition, please refer to the Data Quality 

Comment 7 Section 4 0, p 4-2, last paragraph The text indicates that the fixed alpha and 
beta-radiation survey will not be evaluated further because of the high detection 
limit and the vanability of the results This decision rases the question 
concerning the onginal goals and data quality objectives of the fixed alpha-and 
beta-radiation survey Please clanfy 

Response Additional clanfication has been added describing the purpose of the fixed alpha- 
and beta-radiation surveys, and how the exclusion of these data does not impact 



the data quality objectives 

Comment 8 Section 5 1, p 5-6, last paragraph This paragraph indicates that a more 
conservative dust-loading value (Hawley, 1985) is used instead of the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission (NRC) approach Please explan why a more 
conservative dust load value is used, (1 e , does the NRC approach cause 
unacceptable uncemnty or nsk) 

Response The NRC guidance document was published as a final version, and the TM #1 
has been revised to use the dust loading value cited therein 

Comment 9 Section 6 2, p 6-3, second paragraph The chemical conshtuent bis(2- 
ethylhexy1)phthalate (DEHP) detected is interpreted to be the result of the use of 
plastic components in the hot water nnsate If the interpretation has not been 
tested by sampling the water in contact with plastic component, then DEHP 
should not be eliminated as a chemical of concern If this has been done, then 
the results of the study should be referenced in the text 

Response Equipment blanks have been run with the equipment operating using distilled 
water on a clean glass surface These blank data are now included in the revised 
Technical Memorandum in Section 4 0 Bis(2-ethylhexy1)phthalate was detected 
at concentrahons up to 28 pg/l in the hot water nnsate blanks 

Comment 10 Section 6 4 1 1, p 6-7, third paragraph, second sentence The sentence states 
that the method detection limit for beryllium is substantially above the screening 
level As shown in Table 5-3, the noncarcinogenic screening level is 9660 mg/kg 
and carcinogenic screening level is 1 24 mg/kg It is unclear why the method 
detection limit is substantially above these levels Please indicate the method 
detection limit In addition, if the method detection limit is substantially higher, 
the function of the conservative screening level is unclear Please clanfy 

Response Since nsk-based screening levels are no longer a part of the Technical 
Memorandum, and will not be used as clean closure performance cntena, this 
comment no longer applies to the revised Technical Memorandum Section 6 8 2 
has been added to address the beryllium issue 

Comment 11 Section 6 4 I 1 ,  p 6-7, third paragraph The text states that the beryllium may 
be associated with other operations in Building 865 and is not associated 
specifically to lHSS 179, therefore, "further action on beryllium contamination 
should not be required to clean close IHSS 179 I' The same conclusions are also 
drawn for other IHSSs discussed in this technical memorandum Regardless of 
the source of the contamination, it is not clear how clean closure could be reached 
if the IHSSs have been contaminated Please clanfy 

Response See response to General Comment #1 
#1 to address the beryllium issue 

Section 6 8 2 has been added to the TM 



Comment 12 Table 6-1, p 6-25 The footnoted information and corresponding text 
recommendations indicate that additional activity is going to take place at IHSSs 
211 and 217 Therefore, the use of No Further Action for these IHSSs is 
misleading The recommendations presented for action should be demled and a 
schedule presented for accomplishing those actions attached Specifically provide 
how the soil surrounding the 881 footing dram will be studied and the schedule 
for fume hood and lab table removal 

Response The summary presentation for decisions regarding the need for further action have 
been substantially modified Additional clanfication has been provided for areas 
which require further analysis The soil surrounding the 881 footmg dram will 
no longer be evaluated due to changes in the proposed actions for IHSS 21 1 The 
table and fume hood in IHSS 217 will not be removed They are proposed for 
reuse in place 

Comment 13 Section 7 0, p 7-1 It is proposed that "upon resolution and incorporation of all 
comments on Technical Memorandum Number 1 ,  the revised document will be 
submitted as the Draft Phase I RFI/RI Report for Operable Unit 15 " Section 3 0 
indicates that the results presented in the section contain invalidated data and the 
data will be incorporated into the Phase I RFI/RI Report after the data validation 
process In addition, the Interagency Agreement requires that the Draft Phase I 
RFI/RI Report must conmn a Baseline h s k  Assessment (BRA) Please indicate 
how the incorporation of the newly validated data will fit into the schedule, which 
indicates that a report will be ready by Apnl 8, 1994, and whether a complete 
BRA will be performed after the completion of data validation 

Response The previous proposal to complete the Draft Phase I RFI/RI report on Apnl 8, 
1994 was based on several agreements reached with CDH and €PA dunng the 
development of the Draft Technical Memorandum #1) which led to the conclusion 
that no further action would be required for any of the OU 15 IHSSs This 
would remove the need for additional efforts including the Baseline Risk 
Assessment However, based on the nature of comments received, this will no 
longer be possible The revised schedule for submittal of the Final Technical 
Memorandum #1 and the Draft Phase I RFI/RI report 1s given in Section 8 
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TO 

APH 0 8 1994 

ER.RJH 04131 

Commcnts on Opeiabtc Unit 15 diaft Tcchtiical bfernoiandum !# 1 

Dennis L Schubbe, 
Envii on men t31 Rcs ~ o i  
EG&G Rocky Flats. IJIC 

on b4 an age inzn t 

The purpose of this conespoiidriice is to formdUy forward to you the DOE Hadquwteis 
@OE/HQ) and Rocky Rats OfficcEnwroninentd Rcstoration (RFO/ER) review comments 
concerning the “Draft Phase I, RCRA Facility InwstigatiodRe mcdtal Xnveshgcltion @mI), 
Technical Mernormldum No 1” ielntwe to Opmble Unit 15 (Instde Building Closures) 

Pichmlnxy copies of both the DOE/HQ and RFOER i e v i w  comments have been ptokided 
to you earlicr 

If you hate any additional qucstioiis or wish rtddltloncll informatJon, please contact me at 

telcphone (303) 966-1013 or Richatd Hylclnd at (303) at (303) 966-2136 

Wllhain N Fitih 
Progi an hlanagcr 

Deconiamiiutxon and De~oininjscioning 

Atiachincnls 

cc 
F LockhJit, ER, RFO 
M McBiide, ER, RFO 
J Robcrson, AMkR, RFO 
V Witheidf, Eli. JiFO 
W Bushy, EGBG 
A Piimrose, EG&G 
$ Sup-, EG&G 
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Id aut 

ICG O? U i/ 

Department of Energy United States Govegment .-I- 

memorandum 

YJwm- Comcnts for Rocky Flats  Draft Phase I Remedial Field Investigrtion/Remedial 
Invest1 at ion  Technical P;ci;lorandum Number 1, Imide Building Closures 

8.  Fitch, Rocky flats Ofijce 

The Office o f  S6UthWestern Area Pro rams, Rocky Flats (RF) Branch, has 
reviewed the "Draft Phase f Remedia 9 field Inuestigation (RFI)/Remedial 
Investigation (RI) Tr~ '~nlca1 Memorandum Number 1, PF Plant, Inside Burlding 
Closures (Operable Unit 15) February 1994, document. Please address the 
attached comments during the document finalization process. 

Our main concern w i t h  the dowment IS as fo77oks* 

(Qperab ! e U n i t  15), February 1994 
TO 

Secrion 7 indicates t h ; t  upon recedpt of  commer,ts thls document wlll La 
modified and the t i t l o  chmged t o  "Draft Phase 1 RFI/RI.' Thc document f s  
not presently formattd a5 requlrgd in tha Interagency Agreement. 
Specifically, the dccument does not contain a Preliminary S l t e  
CharacterStation, Basel :ne Rlsk Assessment, or Environmental Evaluatidn.  
Rocky Flats Plant has been provided dlrection frcm the rugulators that !his 
informatton is unnecessary far this report, then the document introduction 
should jnclode the appwprlata mferences 

Please contact me a t  361-903-8191 or Jeff tiocco a t  301-903-7459 i f  you have 
any questions regarding these comntnts, 

I I f  

Rocky Flats Elra~ch 
Rocky FIats/Al buquerque Production Div is ion 
Office of Southwestern Area Programs 
Environmental Restoration 

Attachment 

cc w/Attdchment; 
R. schassburger, RF 
5. Grace, RF 

cc w/o Attachment, 
C. Gesalman, EM-453 
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PUBLISHED: FEBRUARY 1994 

BUILDIHG CLOSURES .. 
((IPEWLE rarrt i6j 

1. The sou:rcQ of beryllium contaminatlon and how this contaminatlon i s  t o  be 
addresscc should be Wther  explained. A l t h o q h  beryllium i s  detected a t  
several Individual HazardouJ Substance S7tes ( IHSSs) , the doconent 
concludes that such beryllium (see Specific Cornrent 11) will not a f fec t  
pursufng clean closure and should be addressed a s  a general building 
cancem. 
addressed and how the data collected durlng this action will be 
fncorparated into further investigations. Clean closure of the IHSSs may 
be inappropriate before the beryl1 ium contamination issue 1s resolved 

Please elaborate as t o  her+ the beryiliun contamination h(11 be 

2 .  The report presents tw9 instances, Speclffc Comments 7 and 10, where 
detection levels werd highor than the rcreenjna l eve l s ,  The repart should 
discuss whether these detections Were t h e  resuft of the screenlng level 
being reduced after the surveys or if  proposed detection limits were not 
achieved during this investlgat ion. 

3. The engineerfng drawings in fi ures 2-2 tb  2-20 are presented without ;t 

scale. Please provide the sca f e for each drawing. 

SPECIFIC COMREHT5 

1. Secticn 1.4, paga ( p , )  1-5, last paragraph, f i r s t  ssntence: The sentence 
States t h a t  Section 2.0 of thls document sumarizes the field Sampling 
Plan,  However, tho section summarltes only the quantity and locat ion of 
the samples collected during the Phase I Resource Conservation and 
Recover$ Act Fact1 tty ,Investigation (RFZ)/Rrwdial Investigatron (RI) 
process and the ratfonate for the sampllng is essentjally explained in 
Section 3. The text  would he much clearer i f  Section 2 i s  merged i n t o  
Section 3. 

2.  Sectfon 2 .4 ,  p. 2-8, second paragraph: Ple i l se  provids a sumnary t a b l e  
showing the results of the quality control s ~ ; l i n g .  The llsting jn 
Sectiori 3 does net provide a specific break oet provfding these sample 
result*;. , 

3 *  Scctlon 2.5, p 2-10, ffrst paragraph: Please clarify the system 
I l m i t a i i o n s  that dld no t  allow for tnput of sample locatlons.  
systep whs unable t o  track sample locat lons,  then please explain hcw this 
I n f o m a t f a n  will not be ' last"  over t m e .  

If the 

1 
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4 ,  Section J , O ,  p. 3 - 1 ,  second paragraph. If possible the data presented ;n 
the tables should be identif ied as vat fdated or invrltdated. If th i s  
report is going t a  be used for eaking the desisran not. t o  conduct planczd 
f i e l d  work, then fe ry senta t lon  of invalidated data 1s necessary t o  
adequately evaluate thf dectsfon for No Further Action a t  these IHSSs 

5. Section 4.0, p. 4-1, flrst paragraph: Please clarify the purpose of th2r 
screenlng process that 1 5  used. 
include and exclude contarrinants of concern, but the pracess is n o t  well 
described. 

Section 4 ,Q,  p. 4-1, second paragraph: P lease  ciarffy the l a s t  sentelice 
in this paragraph. 
qual i ty  assurance reasons. 

Section 4.0, p. 4-2,  13st paragraph: The t ex t  jndtcates that the f i x a a  
alpha a i d  beta-rdiation survey vi11 not be ovalurted further because a f  
the high detactjcn limit and the varfabflity o f  the results. This 
decisfon ralses the question concerning the or ig ina l  goals  and data 
quality objectives Q f  the f ixed alpha-and beta-radiation survey, Please 
cl arj f y  . 

8.  Sectfon 5.1, p. 5-6, 'last paragraph. Thls paragraph Indicates t h a t  a more 
conservatfve dust-loading value (Hawley, 1985) i s  used instead o f  the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commiss+on (NRC) approach. Please explaSn why a more 
conservative dust laad value I S  used, (i.e., does the NRC approach cause 
unacceptabl o uncertalnty or rlsk). 

It appears t'iat tha screen I S  t o  both 

6 
Specifically jdrtntify Inha: constitutes "chemical 

1. 

9. Section 6.2, p. 6-3, second aragrnph: The chemical constituent 
&is(2-ethylhexyl)ph~~alate ( 1 EHP) detected is interpreted t o  be the result 
of the use af  plastlc components in the hot water rinsate. ,If the 
interpretation has not been tested by sampling the water in contact w i t h  
plastic carnponent, then QEHP should n u t  be eliminated as a chemical o f  
c o m m a  I f  this has been done, then the results of the study should be 
referenced In the text. 

10. Sectfan 6.4.1.1, p. 6-7, third paragraph, secmd sentence: The sentence 
states that the meihod detection limit for beryllium is substantially - 
above the screenlng level. As shown i n  Tabla 5-3, the noncarcinogsntc 
screering level f s  9660 mg/kg and carclnog[?nic screening l e v e l  is 1.24 
uigikg. It is unclear why the method detection limit is  substantially 
above these ]eve?.$. Ptease indicat2 the fiethcd detection llrntt. In 
addition, i f  the method detecttan limit I s  sdostantially higher, the 
functlon o f  the conservative screening level I S  unclear. Please c l a r i f y  

11 Section 6.4.1.1, p. 6-7, th i rd  paragraph: The text states that the 
berytllurn may be associated with other operations i n  Bui ld ing  805 and i s  
not dssociatod specifically t o  lHSS 179; thcrefore, "further actlon on 
berjllium contamination should  not be reCjii:red t o  clean close IHSS i i 9 . "  
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The same conclusions are alsa drawn for other IHSSs discussad i n  t h i s  
technical memorandfJm Regardless o f  the sourca o f  the contamlnatian, f 1: 
i s  not clear hon clean closure could be reached If the fHSSs have been - - contaminated. Please  clarify. c 

IHSSs is misleading. 
detailed and a schedu 
attached. Specf fjca? 
drain will be studied 
removal. 

13, Section 7.6, D ,  7-1 

12. Table 6-1, p. 6-25: -,E footnoted informatton and correspondfng text  
recommendations indicate that additional activity is  going t o  take place 
a t  JHSSs 211 and 217. 'Ihwafore, the use o f  No Further ActJon for these 

The recommendations presented for action should be 
e prawtted for accomplishing those actions 
y provide how the sol1 surrounding the 881 footing 
afid tho schedule far funre haod and l a b  table 

It i s  praposed that "upon resolution and 
incorporation' of a i l  csrnents on Technfciil Hernorandurn Number I ,  the 
revised document wdll ba submjtted 2s the Oraft Phase 1 RFI/Rf Report foi8 
Operable Unit 15." Section 3.0  indicates t h a t  tte results presented I n  
the section contatn invalidated data and the data will be incorporated 
Into the Phase I RFI/RI Report after the data validatian process. In 
addition, the Interagency Agreement requires that the Draft Phase I RFI/Ri 
Report must contafn E Baseline R i s k  Assessment (NU). Please indicate 
how the incorporation or" the newly validated data w f l ' l  fit into the 
schedule, which lndicatos tnat a report w i t 7  be ready by Apri l  8, 1994, 
and whether a complete aRA will be performed after the completion of dzta 
va t  idat ion. 
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RESPONSE TO EG&G MARCH 8,1994 COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNIT 15 
DRAFT TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 1 

ROCKY FLATS PLANT, INSIDE BUILDING CLOSURES 

Comment 1 

Response 

Comment 2 

Response 

Comment 3 

Response 

Comment 4 

[Section 2.0, Figure 2-11 The explanation in the drawing legend that an IHSS 
locahon is shown by the hatched area representing the location panted on the 
floor is confusing The actual area sampled for each IHSS is considerably more 
extensive than the hatched area in the drawing The TM goes on to evaluate all 
IHSS data, not just the data for the hatched areas Recommended a clanficahon 

TM#1 has been extensively revised to clanfy the difference between "inside the 
IHSS" and "outside the IHSS" The IHSS areas themselves are much smaller 
than the investigation areas, and consist only of the areas identified as "RCRA 
Units" The work plan descnbed Phase I sampling which evaluated 
contamination within the IHSS, Phase I1 sampling which identified contamination 
around the penmeter of the IHSS, and Phase I11 sampling which would be used 
to identify contamination along pathways from the IHSS to the outside of the 
buildings Figures and narrative descnptions have been added clanfying the 
actual IHSS areas These are contained in Section 2 0 of the revised TM#1 

[p. 3-1, Section 3.0, para. 21 What are the implications of mixing both validated 
and invalidated data for the hot-water nnsate sample results? What propomon 
of the data is unvalidated? Should the dose-based or nsk-based screening of 
sample results be identified as preliminary and revisited when the Phase I RFI/RI 
Report is produced? Recommended inserting appropnate qualifications 

The majonty of data in the final TM#1 will be validated Based on bming, data 
from some samples, including the equipment blanks, will still be going through 
the validation process at the time of submittal of the final TM#1 Risfj\k-based 
screening levels have been eliminated from the report 

[p. 5-1, Section 5.0, para. 21 Deliberately overestimating a nsk level using 
worst-case exposure assumptions instead of RME (Reasonable Maximum 
Exposure) is not standard practice, even for a screening-level nsk analysis 
Worst-case assumptions can result in forcing a full nsk assessment for a 
contaminant that does not necessanly exceed the RME nsk-based concentration, 
as may be the case with beryllium, for example, at two IHSSs within OU-15 (see 
further comments) Recommend reconsidenng this approach 

Risk-based screening levels have been eliminated from the report 

[p. 5-2, Section 5.1, last para.] Dose conversions made using the Hanford 
GENII computer code are not standard practice, model assumptions characteristic 
of Hanford may not apply to the RFP A more cost-effective method is to apply 
the exposure-to-dose conversion factors for ingestion and inhalahon of soil or dust 
that are provided in EPA Federal Guidance Report No 11 (Office of Radiation 
Programs, September 1988, EPA-520/ 1-88-020) Recommended reconsidenng 
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this approach, or at least running a "reality check" on GENII conversions, using 
the EPA conversion factors, and documenting the GENII model assumptions in 

an appendix to TM#1 

Response The approach suggested would require manual calculation of decay products and 
committed doses for exposure and commitment penods specific to the OU15 
project These calculations have been automated in the GENII code Since the 
application of the GENII code did not use any of the contaminant fate and 
transport procedures in GENII, the model results reflect only the dose 
conversions which are given in the referenced Federal Guidance Reports 
Therefore, it is more cost-effective to the use GENII code to perform the 
calculations than to perform them manually, particularly as assumptions and data 
are changing in response to comments and ongoing data validation Due to the 
complexity of performing the time-integrated calculations of CEDE manually, a 
"reality check" calculation has not been added to the text Please refer to the 
GENII users guide for information regarding validation and venfication of the 
computer code Additional debls on validation/venficahon will be provided in 
the Draft Phase I RFI/R Report 

Comment 5 [p. 5-5, Section 5.1, Step 11 Using a residential indoor dust loading rate in place 
of an industnal rate, particularly one that may be 53 5 times greater than the 
industnal rate in order to be superconservative, is not good practxe in nsk 
analysis, it is far beyond the RME and may distort the realistic nsks It also sets 
a precedent that could be much too restnctive at other OUs A more defensible 
approach would be to determine a site-specific RFP dust loading rate within a 
range typical of indoor industnal space with filtered ventilation 

Response The revised NRC guidance provides an industnal dust loading rate of 100 pg/m3, 
and the TM#1 has been revised in response to other comments to use this value 
In addition, this value is used only for radionuclide dose assessment - nsk-based 
screening levels have been eliminated from the report 

Comment 6 [p. 5-5, Section 5.1, Step 11 Using a maximum permissible a r  concentration for 
a mznor instead of an adult i n  the industnal workplace results in two orders of 
magnitude exaggeration in the risk level, based on Pu-239/Pu-240 (see p 5-4), 
and cannot be defended, even for a screening-level nsk analysis Recommended 
adopting the adult exposure factor for the dose-based screening, as was done for 
the nsk-based screening (see p 5-10) 

Response The report has been modified to use only adult standards 

Comment 7 [p. 5-6, Section 5.1, Step 21 Units from Table 5-1 are pCi/g, not mg/kg 
Correct units and add "3 81 x los pCi/g" after "uranium-235 'I 

Response The text has been modified as requested 

\ 
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Comment 8 [p. 5-10, Section 5.2.3, equation] Correct intake units to "(mg/kg-day)-l" here 
and globally throughout the document 

Response All references to nsk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

Comment 9 [p. 5-14, Section 5.2.3, Table 5-2 & text] Note that a THQ (target hazard 
quotient for a single noncarcinogenic COC) of 0 1, not 1 0, is typical for a 
screening-level nsk analysis as a conservative "point of departure," and is 
comparable to a TR (target nsk level for a single carcinogenic COC) of 10-6 For 
example, see the definihon of RBCs (nsk-based concentrations) in the Definitions 
section of the RFP Soil and Sediment IDM nsk-based screening procedure (p 9 
in SOP FO 29) Note, however, that when developing nsk-based PRGs, the total 
hazard index is 1 0 and the cumulative target nsk range is a window of lo6 to 10 
A 

Response All references to nsk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

Comment 10 [p. 5-15, Section 5.2.3, first para. & Table 5-21 Add a reference for the rate 
of indoor dust ingestion--EPA's Standard Default Exposure Factors (OSWER 
Directive 9285 6-03, March 25, 1991), and also place the reference in Table 5-2 

Response All references to risk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

Comment 11 [p. 5-15, Section 5.2.3, last para.] Add an EPA reference on the dermal 
absorption fraction (ABS) 

Response All references to risk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

Comment 12 [p. 6-7, Section 6.4.1.1, para. 21 There were 12 beryllium detections out of 23 
beryllium sample analyses (Table 3 2-5) with an apparent cancer nsk level in the 
lo4 range, in part due to the superconservative nsk screening parameters The 
high equivalent detection limit, itself in the 10-2 nsk range, may mask other 
detections, with the likely result that all 23 samples actually exceed the screening 
level What are the implications of the beryllium detection limit for reaching a 
reliable decision on disposition of IHSS 1793 Recommend inserting the necessary 
qualifications 

Response All references to risk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

Comment 13 [p. 6-7, Section 6.4.1.1, para. 21 The indication that no further action (NFA) is 
warranted with reference to beryllium contamination at IHSS 179 because the 
IHSS may not be the contaminant source does not follow the decision logic and 
rules set up for nsk-based screening On p 6-2 and in Figure 6-1 it is clear that 
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Response 

Comment 14 

Response 

Comment 15 

Response 

Comment 16 

only one rule applies if concentrations are found in excess of the screening 
cntena, then the IHSS will be recommended for a formal nsk assessment to be 
presented in TM#2 This discrepancy requires appropnate revisions throughout 
Section 6 4 (Please note that Area 3 within the actual drum storage area presents 
a beryllium value in the lo4 nsk range, so do 5 of the 7 areas that the penrneter 
of the drum storage area ) 

TM#1 has been significantly revised, specifically with regard to performance 
standards and regulatory scope Please refer to added discussion in Sechon 1 
regarding RCRA requirements, and in Section 5 regarding constituents to be 
evaluated Also, all nsk-based screening has been removed from the report and 
replaced with performance standards based on the RFP RCRA permit 

[p. 6-11, Section 6.5.1.1, para. 21 IHSS 180 apparently presents the same 
beryllium problem as IHSS 179, except that the nsk range is as high as lo3, 22 
of 49 areas range up to 5,890 mg/kg (Table 3 3-3, as compared to the screening 
level of 1 24 mg/kg (Table 5-3) The other 27 samples may actually exceed the 
screening level but are masked by the high detection limit A formal nsk 
assessment will be required to be presented in TM#2 This discrepancy requires 
appropnate revisions throughout Section 6 5 (Please note that Areas 4 and 10 
within the drum storage area reach the lo-" nsk range, as do 6 of the 1 1  areas at 
the penmeter of the drum storage area ) 

All references to nsk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

[p. 6-7, Section 6.4.1.1, and p. 6-11, Section 6.5.1.11 As already indicated, the 
apparent beryllium problem at IHSS 179 and 180 may result more from the 
superconservative carcinogenic nsk screening threshold (1 24 mg/kg in dust, 
Table 5-3) than from actual high nsk levels To illustrate the level of 
conservatism in TM#1, the maximum dust concentration of beryllium at IHSS 180 
is 5,890 mg/kg or more than three orders of magnitude greater than the nsk 
threshold (1 24 mg/kg) However, the ACGIH Threshold Limit Value (TLV) for 
arborne beryllium is 0 002 mg/m3 If the airborne dust concentration is assumed 
to be 0 0525 mg/m3, as adopted in TM#1, then the TLV would allow a beryllium 
concentration in dust of 38,095 mg/kg, which is well above the maximum 
concentration at IHSS 180 

All references to nsk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document 

[p. 6-9, Section 6.4.1.2, Step 4, 2nd para.] Are the GENII alpha-based results 
for six radionuclides at IHSS 179 a summafzon of CEDES for all three pathways-- 
surface dust ingestion, airborne dust inhalation, and direct irradiation? They 
appear to be single-pathway values For example, the application of EPA 
exposure-to-dose conversion factors for Pu-239/240 result in 0 21 rem/yr for the 
inhalation pathway, 0 25 rem/yr for the ingestion pathway, and the direct 
irradiation pathway may contnbute another 0 8 rem/yr (based on gamma dose-rate 
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of 0 4 mrem/hr in Table 3 2-4), for a summation of 0 86 rem/yr If the 
Amenciurn-241 value of 3 4 rem/yr is a single-pathway value, then the 
summation may exceed the total dose ARAR (5 rem/yr) This comment applies 
equally to IHSS 180 Recommend a full explanation of pathway doses 

Response The GENII results presented in TM#1 are summations of doses received through 
all pathways A more detailed explanation of pathway doses including GENII 
output will be provided in the Draft Phase I RFI/RI Report 

Comment 17 [p. 6-11, Section 6.5.1.1, para. 21 It is confusing to state that the equivalent dust 
concentration at the detection limit for beryllium is 714 mg/kg, corresponding to 
1 pg/lOO cm2 in the hot-water nnsate samples, when many values of 179 mg/kg 
are reported in the tables Recommended a better explanation 

Response All references to nsk-based screening levels have been removed from the 
document Therefore, this discussion was no longer required and has also been 
eliminated 

Comment 18 [p. 6-12, Section 6.5.1.2, Step 31 At IHSS 180, 7 out of 49 sampling areas 
surveyed for beta dose-rate exceeded the screening limit of 2 5 mrem/hr or 5 
rem/yr, ranging upward to 11 2 mrem/hr or 22 4 rem/yr However, the 
screening limit may not apply to the beta dose-rate, which is essentially a slun 
dose, whereas the gamma dose-rate measures the penetrating radiation that is 
meant to be limited by the ARAR of 2 5 mrem/hr Maybe this can be explaned 
or corrected 

Response The dose-rate level of 2 5 mrem/hr was used as a screening level to identify areas 
requinng additional evaluation The exact source of the beta radiation was not 
known, therefore the application of addl tional analyses assuming different beta 
sources was more appropnate that the use of a less stnngent screening level 

Comment 19 [p. 6-16, Section 6.6.1.21 Apparently, the statement that no radionuclides 
detected in the hot-water nnsate samples from IHSS 204 indicated potential dust 
concentrations in excess of the screening level is incorrect According to Table 
3 4-3, all 28 areas in Room 32 greatly exceed the screening threshold of 1 14 x 
lo3 pCi/g for alpha radiation (based on Pu-239/Pu-240), ranging up to 1 1 x lo6 
pCi/g Also, all 28 areas exceed the threshold of 3 81 x 10s pCi/g for beta 
radiation (based on U-235), ranging up to 1 1 x lo7 pCi/g Therefore, it appears 
there should have been a GENII run (or exposure-to-dose conversions) to generate 
a whole-body dose equivalent in rem/yr so as to determine whether a full risk 
assessment will be required This omission requires appropnate revisions 
throughout Section 6 6 

Response Smear sample results were not compared to screening levels Hot water nnsate 
results did not indicate any specific radionuclides above the screening levels 
Further action with respect to radionuclides at IHSS 204 is deferred because IHSS 
204 is in an RCA and future use indicates that this will continue to be the case 
Therefore, radionuclides at IHSS 204 will be evaluated according to RFP 



procedures for RCAs and will not undergo a CERCLA human health evaluation 

Comment 20 [p. 6-25, Section 6.9, Table 6-11 The Decision Summary Matnx should be 
revised to remove an NFA indoor chemical evaluation for IHSSs 179 and 180 due 
to beryllium contamination Also, unless GENII projecaons (or EPA exposure- 
to-dose conversions) for IHSS 180 confirm an equivalent whole-body dose <5 
rem/yr from alpha and beta activity, the matnx should be revised to remove an 
NFA indoor radiological evaluation for IHSS 180 Finally, unless the missing 
exposure-to-dose conversions for IHSS 204 determine an equivalent whole-body 
dose <5 rem/yr from alpha and beta activity, the matnx should be revised to 
remove an NFA indoor radiological evaluation for IHSS 204 

Response The decision matnx has been moved to Section 7 and IS substantially revised 
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RESPONSE TO EG&G MARCH 15,1994 COMMENTS ON OPERABLE UNIT 15 
DRAFI' TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM NUMBER 1, ROCKY FLATS PLANT, 

INSIDE BUILDING CLOSURES 

Comment 1 In the Draft TM, on page 5-5, there is a statement that Kennedy et al (NRC, 
1990) use a commercial/industnal indoor dust loading of 1 pg/m3 However, in 
the final edihon (1992) of the same document, NRC's "Residual Radioachve 
Contaminahon from Decommissioning, I' apparently no such value is given 
Instead, values of  100 pg/m3 and 10 pg/m3 are adopted for indoor a r  in the 
"building renovation" and "residential" scenanos, respectively (page 6 1 1) 
These values are sad to provide "prudently conservative" dust loadings in the 
workplace or household as a basis for a first-level screening analysis Therefore, 
it may be misleading to cite a loading rate in the workplace (1 pg/d)  that is only 
a tiny fraction of the residential loading rate (52 5 pg/m3, according to Hawley, 
1985) when, according to the NRC, the reverse is true Also, it is clear that 
NRC considers the occupancy of office buildings and light industnal buildings to 
require a higher dust loading rate than the residential scenano (see page A-22) 

In conclusion, the very low commercial/industnal rate of 1 pglm3 should not be 
cited Instead, a value of  100 pg/m3 would be conservative for a screening-level 
nsk analysis, as i t  assumes an NRC "renovation and decommissioning" scenario 
This nonresidential dust loading factor would be preferred to the use of any 
residential factor, although it would result in a more conservative screening level 
for dust concentration (SL) 

Response The dust loading rate has been changed to 100 pg/m3 as requested 

Comment 2 In the Draft TM, on page 5-5, there is a dust loading value of  53 5 pg/m3 
adopted from Hawley, 1985, and represented as a typical indoor a r  dust loading 
in a residential sethng Hawley denves this value from an average level of 
suspended particulate matter in the outdoor air of 70 pg/m3 with the assumption 
that indoor dust loading is 75% of the outdoor loading But Hawley also reports 
an apparent contradiction-that indoor dustfall rates ranged from 5 %  to 30% of 
outdoor values (page 291) Further, the NRC (1992) assumes that indoor dust 
loading averages 10% of the outdoor value (see page A 23) Thus, an average 
long-term outside a r  concentration of  100 pg/m3 (NRC, 1992, page 6 11) results 
in  an average indoor concentration of 10 pg/m3 

In conclusion, it appears inappropriate to adopt 52 5 pg/m3 (75% of  70 pg/m3) 
as a conservative assumption for a residentid scenano that is contradicted by 
NRC, 1992 Instead, a value closer to 10 pg/m3, such as 30 pg/m3 (30% of 100 
pg/m3), would be conservative for a screening-level risk analysis Although using 
this value would result in  a less restrictive screening threshold, a hypothetical 
residenhal scenano for continued use of the OU-15 buildings might be difficult 
to defend A nonresidential value would be appropnate (see Comment #1 above). 
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Response See response to Comment #1, above 

Comment 3 The worst-case residential indoor surface dustfall rate (80 mg/m2/day), in the 
vicinity of a landfill (Hawley, 1985), was assumed in the Draft TM for OU-15 
This results in the further assumption of an indoor surface dust loading of 560 
mg/m2 (80 mg/m2 x 7 days) But this dustfall rate is more typical of buildings 
with open wrndows, and this surface density is more typical of buildings with 
carpetedfloors (Hawley, 1985) Hawley found that an indoor dustfall rate of 
only 20 mg/m2/day was more typical of suburban homes, even the highest value 
for urban homes in Chicago did not exceed 25 mg/m2/day Therefore, the 
chemical and radionuclide concentrations in dust that are extrapolated in the TM 
from the value of 80 mg/m2/day are likely to be misleading, as is the application 
of residential data to industnal buildings 

In conclusion, a value such as 140 mg/m2 (20 mg/m2 x 7 days) instead of 560 
mg/m2 would still be conservative, a further adjustment for bare floors in addition 
to closed windows would result in an even lower value However, lower values 
assumed for dustfall and surface dust loading would result in higher estimates of 
chemical concentration and radioactivity in surface dust 

Response According to the NRC's document "Residual Radioactive Contamination from 
Decommissioning", the given dust concentrations in a r  are higher for the 
industnal scenano than for the residential scenano Since that guidance is being 
used for defining dust concentrations in a r ,  higher surface dust loadings than the 
residential values would be more consistent Therefore, the higher value of 560 
mg/m2 has been retamed 

Comment 4 The practical effect of the foregoing substitutions on the identificauon of a 
beryllium problem at IHSSs 179 and 180 would be to accentuate the problem 
This effect may not have any practical significance for two reasons (1) Where 
beryllium in arborne dust is concerned, there are actual breathing-zone beryllium 
rnonitonng data that show none was detected ( < 0  00002 mg/m3 as an 8-hour 
TWA, well below the OSHA action level of 0 0005 mg/m3), (2) Where beryllium 
in surface dust is concerned, the actual surface smear sample data show that many 
samples exceeded the control level of 25 pg/ft? (as high as 307 pglft?) and, 
therefore, require surface decontamination in any case 

Response TM#1 has been significantly revised, specifically with regard to performance 
standards and regulatory scope Please refer to added discussion in Section 1 
regarding RCRA requirements, and in Section 5 regarding constituents to be 
evaluated Also, all nsk-based screening has been removed from the report and 
replaced with performance standards based on the RFP RCRA permit 
Therefore, while further action with regard to beryllium contamination will not 
be undertaken as part of the closure of OU15 RCRA units, additional evaluation 
and possible decontamination for beryllium will be required Section 6.8.2 has 
been added to specifically address the beryllium issue 
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Comment 5 The prachcal effect of the foregoing subsbtutions on idenhfying a radiation 
problem at IHSS 204 would be to accentuate the problem This effect may not 
have any practical significance because the extrapolated alpha and beta 
concentrations @Ci/g) in surface dust are already two or three orders of 
magnitude over the dose-based screening levels 

Response IHSS 204 will remam in an RCA and therefore is subject to RFP requirements 
for RCAs 
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[Section 2.0, Figure 2- 11 The explariation in the ckawing legend that a11 THSS !voation IS showm by 
the hatched area reprtstntiiiy the IoLatiori pairitcd on rhc floor is confiisiny The actual area sarnpled 
for each IHSS 15 conqderably iiiore extensne thii  the hatched area 1x1 the dranmg The l3l soeb or1 
to evaluate all IHSS data, nol just the data for die hatched tucas Recoilininid a cl,isificatioii 

[p. 3-1. Section 3.0, para. 21 IVliar are the iriiplicatiorics of mixing both \:ildatecl and unvdidatetd data 
for tile hot-wter rillsate saniplc results’’ %%at proportiun of  the data is u i ~ ;  alldated9 Should the dose- 
based or risk-based scrztniiig of sampk results b t  identified as prelim inmy arid revisited when the 
Phase I RFIRI Report 15 produced“ Recommend iriscrting qqlzproprute qualifications 

[p. 5-1, Section 5.0, para. 21 Dtlibexately overestimating a I i d  Icvcl using worst-case e\posure 
assumplions instead of kME (Reasonabk h.iaximuiii E q o s u r ~ )  IS iiot Saiidard practice, even for a 
scrmimg-levd nsl, analysis \Torst-case assumptions cm result in foicmg a fi.111 rish assessnicnt for 
a contminant that docs not necessarily exceed the RME risk-based conmiti atron, as may be the case 
with beryllium, for example, at two IHSSs withn OU-15 (see furtl-er coimnents) Recoiiimend 
reconsidering this approach 

[p. 5-2, Section 5.1, last para.] Dose conversions macle using the I h f c r d  GENII computer code are 
not standard practice, model assumptions characteristic o f  €?anford nay not apply to the RFP .4 more 
cost-effwttve method is to apply the exposure-to-dose conversion f‘ictcsrs for ingestion and mhalation 
of soil or dust that are provided in EYA Federal Guidance Report No 11 (Office of Radiat~on 
Programs, September 1988, EPA-520/1-88-020) Recommmd reconsidcnng this approach, or at Ieast 
running a ‘’reality check” on GENI conversions, using the EPA convasion fdctors, and documenting 
the G E M  model assumptiurn in an appendix to TMffl 

[p. 5-5, Section 5.1, Step I] Usin2 a ,e~identzaZ indoor dust loadmg rate in place of an industnal rate, 
particularly one that may be 52 5 times greater than the indusfiial mte 111 order to be supelcomma- 
tivc, IS not good practice 111 r id  analysis, It 1s fw beyond the RME and may distort the realistic nsks 
It also sets a precedent that could be much too rcstrlctive at other OUs .4 more defensible approach 
would be to determine ;1 site-specific W P  dust loatlrrig rdte within a iange typical of indoor i 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ t - d  
space with filtered ventilation 

[p. 5-5, Section 5.1, Step 11 Using a maxmiuin paniinsible ail coivetdration for a ininor iristead of 
an adult in the industnd woikplacc results in two oiclers of n-agnitude exaggeration in the risk level 
based oil Pu-239Pu-240 (see p 5-4) a d  canlid be defended, even for a sciecniiiylevt? nsh analysis 
Recornmend adoptmg the adult E A ~ O S U ~ U  factor for the doscbued screcnmg, as was done foi the risk- 
based screening (see p 5-10) 

fp. 5-10, Section 52.3, equation] Con& intjke units to ‘ ‘ (m~~+da~) - l ’ ’  ha e and globally 
throughout the document 
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[p 5-11, Section 5.2.3, Tdble 5-2 C !  text] Kote thst a r A Q  (taggtt hszaid quotient for a single 
iiancaIciiiopriic COC) o f  0 1 nor 1 0, is typical fw a screening-level risk analysis as a conservatne 
p i t i t  of deyxtu;e, ' arid is coingarable to a TR (txget risk h e 1  for a single caiciiiogeri~c COC) of 
10' For e.lcunplt, see the definitiori o f  RBCs I ish-biwsi coac'eritistiuns) in the Deflt~itioiis sectmil 
of the RFP Soil arid Sedunent 1DM r isk-bad scretiung procedure (p 9 121 SOP FO 29) Kate 
honever, that when developing nsL-based PRGs, the tvtal haLl3rd index IS 1 0 and the cumuiative 
tniget risk rmgb IS R v m d w  of 10" to 10"' 

[p. 5-11. Section 5.2.3, first para, & Tablo 5-21 Acid a refertnce for the rate of indoor dust 
ingestion-EPA's Standud Default Exposuue Factofi (OS 'ER Dit ediw 9215 6-03, March 25, 7 991) 
and ldso place dit. isferencc 111 Table 5-2 

[p. 5-15, Section 5.2.3, lasf para,] Add an FPA icfertrict 011 the demnl absorption fraction (ABS) 

[p. 6-7, Section 6 4.1,1, p a j a  21 There utile 12 biqlliurn detectinns out of 23 beryllium sample 
analyses (Table 3 2-5) wth an apparent cdricer risk level in the loJ range, in part due to thct 
superconservative risk screening parmmeters The hish eqwvalent dbtection limif ilself i n  the 10" risk 
range, may mask oilier dctections, w t h  the likely res& t h p t  all 33 junpls actually exceed the 
screcnia,o Iztd What are the iitiplicatrons o f  the betyllium detectron limit for reaching a reliable 
decisioii on disposition of IHSS 179'7 Recomnaid insertiiig the ncx-essaiy qunlifications 

[p. 6-7, Section 64.1.1, para. 21 The indication that no father action (NF.4) IS wmmted with 
refuence tu beiyllium contmiiiattlon at DISS 179 becwse the IHSS may not be the contaminant 
soiii cr does not follow the decision Iogic and rules set up for risk-basoJ screening On p 6-2 and i n  
Figure 6-1 it is clex that only one rule apphes if concentrations art fomd in excess of the screening 
cntena, then the IHSS uill be rrmnniended for a foniial risk asse~mcnt to be presented In TM#% 
This discrepancy rrcpiies appopriate rewsions throughout Section 6 4 (Please note that Area 3 
uitliiri the actual drum storage area preseats a beryllium valuc 111 the lo4 nsk range, so do 5 of the 
7 areas at tht? pcimeter of the drum storage a m  ) 

[p. 6-11. Section 6.51.1, pata 2) IHSS 180 apparentl? presents the same beqrllmrn probleiii hs IHSS 
179, e v x p  that the rlsk iarige is as high as 10 ', 33 of 49 areas mise up to 5,890 nig'kg (Table 3 3- 
5) as cumparzd to the screening lcvcl of  1 24 nigkg (Table 5-3) The other 27 samples mq actually 
exceed die scieenmg l a e l  but aie mushed by the bi_eh dzttrction Im11t -4 fcmial risk assesanent will 
be r q i u  ecf lo be pi-eseiittd m TMK? This cliscr~paticy requires appropmte J evisions throughout 
Section 6 5 (Please nute that k t a s  4 md 10 within the drum storase area reach the 10" rlsk iaiige, 
RS do 6 ot tlic 17 areds at the pzriniek1 of the drum sicrage s e a  ) 

[p. 6-7. Section 6.4.1.1, md p. 6-11, Section 6.S.1.11 As aheady mdicattd, ttie apparent bq7ll1uin 
probiuu ar IHSS 1 79 arid 1 SO nia3 1 csnlt more from ths superc onsci-vahve' carcinogeriic nsh sc1 eeriing 
threshold (1 34 mg/'kg in dus~, Table 5-3) than froin actual high i n k  ltvels TO illustrate the level of  
consen'dtism i n  T h M ,  the rriaxrmum dust concentration of ba-yllinn~ at THSS 180 is 5,890 mgk; 
01 mor? than t h e  orders of m a p h i d e  greater tlidn the 10" ij~k threhold (1 24 nigkg) However 
the ACGlH Thcshold Lmiit Value (TLV) for airboinc beryllium IS 0 (102 mgini; If the airborne dust 
concentlation is assuiiied to be 0 OS25 nigh', as adopted in TM81. then the TLV would a l l o ~  a 
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[p. 6-9, Section 6.1.1.2, Step 4, 2nd psi x.] h ;he G F N  alpha-based results foi s n  radionuclides 
at IHSS 173 R sminwfrori of  CEDES for all t h e  patliuajs-surface dust ingestion, nirborne dust 
rrihalatioii and dri ect ~natliation" They appear tc be single-palkwaJl yalues Fur example, the 
fipplication o f  EP,4 exposure-to-close conversion factors for Pu-279/240 result In 0 2 1 r e d y  foi the 
iiihdcition patliway, 0 35 rerti/yT for the i n p t i o n  pathay, m l  the direct maadlatioii pathway may 
cotit~tbutc anothti 0 8 rein/yr (based on gamiiia ddre-rate of  0 4 nlrcrti4ir in Table 3 2-4), for 8 

sunmation of 0 86 r e d y r  If thz Americium-241 Lahe of 3 4 l a d y  15 a smgle-pdthu-ay talue, the11 
the sunmmion may exceed tlic totdl dose 4RAR (5 iein$r) Thi3 commsiit applies equally to IHSS 
1SO Recommend a f i l l  explanation o f  pathway dob2s 

[p. 6-11, Section 6.5.1.1, paiw. 21 It is confilsing to state t h t  the equivalent dust concentration at tlie 
drtcctioii limit for beiylliuin is 713 Ing%s, corresponding to 1 ugi100 cin2 in the hot-water rinsde 
samples, when many vdues of 179 nigkg are rqorttd in the tables Recommend a better esplanntion 

Ip. 6-12, Sectiou 6.5.1.2, Step 31 At TJ-ISS 180, 7 out of 49 sunpluiy areas survq-ed fa beta dose- 
rate tscttded the screening lunir  of 2 5 niremb or 5 retn?r, ranging ~ p ~ c l  to 11 2 mranlhr or 22 4 
rem/yr Howew, t1ie scretnmg lmit may not apply to the beta doserate, wluch 1s esseutdly a skin 
dose, wlitress the ganinia doserate nieawrts the pcnetl atlug radiation thLt IS meant to be Iimited by 
the A R a  of 2 5 mrcinltu Maybe this can be explained or corrected 

[p. 6-16, Section 6.6.1.2.1 Apparently, the statement that no radlonuchtla dtfeded in the hot-wata 
riiisat6 samples kom MSS 304 indicated potaitial dust concentrations in ~c.ess of the screenmg he1 
is incorrect According to Table 3 4-3, all 28 areas UI Room 33 gcatly exceed the scrctnmg threshold 
of  I 14 x lo3 yCiig for alpha radiation (based on Pu-239Pu-340), rangng up to 1 1 x lo6 pCl/g 
Also. all 25 areas exceed the threshold o f  3 81 x 10' pC~lg for beta radiation (based on U-235). 
iangmg up to 1 1. x lo7 pCi/g Therefor e, it dpptars there should hake becn a GEhT run (or exposme- 
to-dose coil\ er~ions) to generate a whole-body dose cquibalent in rcm/?r so as to detemiine wlietker 
a hill risk assessment uill be required 1 his omissioii requires apprqxi'ite re\'isioiis throu$hout 
Section 6 6 

[p. 6-25, Section 6.9, Table 6-11 The Dccision Suiimaq Mat17x should be rewsed to rmove 811 hrl.'A 
indoor chaiiicdl evaluation foi LHSSb 179 and IS0 due to b q  Il~um contamitiatiorl Also, i m l m  
GFNI'I projedions (or EP.1 exporurc-to-dose con\ ti sioiis) foi lHSS I130 confirm an equivalent whole- 
bod>' dose 4 rmi/yr fioin alpha and bttd  activity, the matrix should be revised to retllove an W,4 
iridoor radiological evaluation for THSS 180 Finally, unless the missiny ~\pasrn 2-1O-dUSG ConversiuIis 
for MSS 303 deteimme ai equr\aIent whole-body dose 3 rtmiyr from alpha and beta acliLity. the 
niatrix shouId be levised to iemo\'e an N€A indoo~ iadiological evalu;~tion for IXSS 304 
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D R A F T 03/1Si94 

CLARIFICATION OF DUST L0ADb-G VALUES TO BE ASSLThfED AT OU-15 UiSSs 

The following comments ars in addition to previous comments presanted on the Draft of 
Technical Memormdum No 1 for OU-15 Susgestions are m3de for substituting several 
assumptions that affect the scrtming nsk levels for bzrylIium m aubornt dust at HSSs 179 and 
180, as  ell as for alpha and beta radration in airborne dust at DlSS 204 

Commeni cfl In the Draft TM, on p q e  5-5, thcrc is a statement that Kennedy et ai 
OX,, 1990) use a cornmcrcial/industrial indoor dust loading o f  1 u g h ’  However, in the final 
edition (1992) o f  the same document, NRC’s “Residual Radioactive Contamination from 
Decommissioning,” appsrzntiy no such valua is g v m  Instead, values of 100 udm3 a d  10 x@m3 
are adopted for indooi air in the “building renovation” and “residcntial” scenarios, respectively 
@age 6 11) These values are said to provide “prudently conservative” dust loadmgs m the 
workplace or household 25 3 basis for a first-level screening analysis Therefore, it may be 
misleading to cite a loading rate in the vtoorkplace (1 ugh3) that IS only a tiny fraction o f  the 
residential loading rate (52 5 u g h 3 ,  according to Hawley, 1985) vhen, according to the NRC, 
the reverse IS true Also, it is clear that NRC considers the occupancy of office burldings and 
light zndustnal buildmgs to requre a higher dust loadrng rate that the residenbal scenmo (see 
page A-22) 

In conclusion, the very low commercitUsndustrial rate of 1 ug/m’ should not be cited 
Instead, a value of 100 ugh3 would be conservative for a screening-level nsk analysis, as it 
assumes an NRC “renovation and decommissionmgn scenano Ths nonresrdentral dust loruimg 
factor nould be preferred to the use of  any residentiai factor, although it would result in a more 
conservative screening level for dust concentration (SL) 

Comment $2 In the Draft TM, on page 5-5, there 1s a dust loading value of 52 5 u2Jm3 
adopted from Hawley, 1985, ana represented as a typical rndoor air dust loading in a residential 
setting Hawley deric 2s this \ alue from an average level of suspended particulate matter in the 
outdoor air of 70 ug/m3 with the assumption that indoor dust loading 1s 75% of the outdoor 
loading But Hawley also reporis an apparent contmdicuon-that indoor dustfall rates ranged 
fiom 5% to 30% of outdoor values @age 291) Further, the hXC (1992) assumes that indoor dust 
loading avcrages 10% of the outdoor value (see page A 23) Thus, an average long-term outside 
air concentration of 100 u g h 3  @XC, 1992, page 6 11) results in an average mdoor concentration 
of IO ug/m3 

In conclusion, it appears lnappropnate to adopt 52 5 ug/rn’ (75% o f  70 ugm’) as a 
canservative assumption for a resdenizal scenano that is contradicted by MRC, 1993 Jnstead, 
a value closer to 10 u3/m3, such as 30 u g h ’  (30% of 100 udm’), would be conservative for a 
screening-level nsk analysis Although using this value would result in a less rzstnctive screening 
tbmbold, a hjpothttical residential scenano for continued use of the OV-15 buildtap might be 
difficult to dcfend A nonresidential value would be appropnate (see Comment $1 above) 
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CLARIFICATION OF DUST LOADING VALUES TO BE ASSUMED AT OU-15 IHSSS 
(continued) 

Coti=mzrt Y3 The morst-me rtsidential indoor su&x dustfall rate (80 nidmz/da) ), in 
the vicinity of a landfill (IhvIey, l?SS), was s sumed  in the Draft TM for OLJ-15 This results 
i~ the fur;her assumption o f  an iildooi surfzict: dust loading o f  560 mg,/m’ (80 nigh’ x 7 days) 
But this dustfall rate is more typtcai of buildings vi~tlr open w d o ~ v r ,  ana this surface density is 
more typical of  buildings uith rarpc-rzdfloois (H~wley, 19SS) HaNlley found h a t  &an indoor 
dustfall rate of only 20 n@n’/day WLS more typical of suburban homes, even the highst value 
for urnan homes 1x1 Chicago did not exceed 25 mglrn’lddy Therefore, the c’ncniical and 
redronuclide concentrations in dust that are extrmohted m the TM from the value of 80 
m3jii2/day uue likely 10 be iixcleading, IS the appiication of residentrd dam to indu4tnal 
buildings 

In conclusion, a vdue such cis 140 mdm’ (20 m g / d  x 7 days) instead of 560 mgm2 
mould still be consenrative, a f u r h r  adjustment for bare floors in addition to closed windows 
would result in an even Iowr value IIowevtr, lower values assumed for dustfill and surface dust 
loading ~i oulc! result in hi@r estimates of chemical concentrarron and radioactivity in surface 
dust 

Comment #-4 The practical effect of the foregomg substmtions on the identification of 
a benylrurn problem at MSSs 179 and 1SO would be to accentuate the problem This effect may 
not have any practical sipificance for two reasons (1) Where berylhum in axborne dust IS 

concerned, there art actual breathing-zone berylIium monitonng data that show Done was detected 
(CO 00002 mg/m’ as m &hour TWh, well below the OSHA action lever of 0 0005 mg/m3), (2) 
M’here beryliturn in surface dust is concerned, the actual surfacc stnear sample data show that 
many samples exceeded the control level of 35 ug/fr’ (as high as 307 ug’ft3 and, thcrcfore, 
require surface decontamination in any case 

Cornrntnt $5 The pnchcai cffect of the foregoing substitutions on identifying a radiation 
problem 3t lHSS 204 would be to accentuate the problem This efect may not hate any practical 
significance because the extrapolated alpha and beta concentrations CpCt’3) ID surface dust MZ 
alrestdy ts+o or three orders o f  magmtude over the dost-based screening levels 


